IDEALISTIC  THOUGHT   OF  INDIA
Bosanquet's view expressed in his Meeting of Extremes that
reality would be the richer for including unrealities like the
objects of imagination, illusion, etc. But then are we to maintain
that God is richer than the Absolute, and that the Absolute
need not include the world? Professor Radhakrishnan concludes
his Idealistic View of Life by saying that the Supreme considered
apart from the world is the Absolute, and considered in relation
to the world is God, But if the Absolute is to be considered apart
from the world, is it to be considered to be poorer than God?
Can it be really apart from the world? If it is really apart from the
world, how are we to reconcile with this view the criticism of
Ramanuja that he identifies merely God with the Absolute, which
must include both spirits and matter?
Professor Radhakrishnan's meaning seems to be that the way
in which Ramanuja tries to include spirits and matter in the
Absolute is not satisfactory. The relation between these and God
is that of subject and predicate, body and soul. So the inclusion
is not complete. There is still alienation between the two terms.
The spirits and matter, which comprise the body of God, should
be so transformed as to become equal to their soul; so that there
would be complete transparency between the two and the dis-
tinction would disappear.
If we are to understand the point thus, how are we to reconcile
it with the statement that the Absolute is the Supreme considered
apart from the world? Really, the Absolute is not apart from the
world, but the world is absorbed in it. On this point Professor
Radhakrishnan is clear. He says that, when the created and the
creator become one, God lapses into the Absolute. So his meaning
must be that the Absolute, which is pure, does not include the
world so long as it retains its alien nature; but the world cannot
be the world unless it retains this nature. If it is transformed and
becomes pure like the Absolute, it ceases to be the world. So the
Absolute does not really exclude the world; on the other hand,
the world is assimilated to the Absolute. The point whether and
how the Absolute includes the world is not discussed at length in
Professor Radhakrishnan's writings. But what we say must be
his meaning, if his statements that the supreme considered apart
from the world is the Absolute and that the Absolute should
include the world, have to be reconciled.
If the Absolute as pure cannot include the world as impure,
can the relation between the two be wholly positive? Probably it
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